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ABSTRACT

In order to identify lcng-obscured patterns of
concentration in Jrants gade by large private foundations t0 various
types of colleges and universities in this country, a coaputer
program capable of annual trend analyses was developed and utilized
with data from the currently most comprehensive and accessiple
source, the grants index of "Foundation News." All grants reported in
1963, 1966, 1969, and 1970 and 276 foundations having most of the
national assets and making most of the grants for all purfgoses,
including higher education, were analyzed. Of these 276, each of
which had assets of at least $8 million, a range of from 112 (1963}
to 184 (1970) made grants of at least 310,000 each to a range ¢f from
293 (1963) specifically identifiable U. S. colleges and universities.
The wmajor findings about the concentration amwong grantors was that
cach Year 4t least 46 percent of the qgrants and 7% percent of the
actual funds ihvolved came from nRo more than 25 of the fourndations,
including the Ford Fourndation. Although there yas a slight trend
toward more widespread foundation participation in acadenmic
yrantkaking, the ratio of college or university recipients per
foundation stayed about 2.75 per Yyear. (Author/HMJM}
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PATTERNS OF CONCENTRATION
IN LARGE FOUNDATIONS’ GRANTS
TO U.S. COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

ABSTRACT

in order to identfy long-obscured patterns ot contentration in grants made by large private
foundations o various types of colleges and universities 1n this country, a computer program
capable of annual trend analyses was developed. and utiized with data from the currently most
comprehensive and accessiblesource, the grants index of Foundation News Allgrantsreported
mn 1963, 1966, 1969, and 1970 by 276 foundations having. nationally. most ¢f the assets and
making most of the grants for all purposes. including higher education. were analyzed. Cf these
276, each of which had assets of at teast $8 rmillion, a range of from 112 (1963) {0 184 (1970) made
granis of at least 510,000 each. to arangeoffrom 293 (1963} to 515 {1970} specifically idenhifiable
U S. colleges and universities,

The major {inding on concentration among grantors was thal each year at jeast 46% of the
granis and 75% ot the aclual funds involved came from no more than 25 of the foundatons,
includng the giant Ford Foundation. Although there was a shight trend toward more mdespread
foundaticn participation in academic grantmaking, the ratio of college or university recipients
psf foundation stayed at about 2.75 per year.

Among grantee institutions, there was more concentration by control type and funchionaltype
than by geographic iocation. No state normally had more than 10 colieges or universihies ranking
in the top 1¢0 recipients (in actual funds granted each separate year). But private institutions (of
al’ "ypes! represented about two-thuds of the top 100 such reciprents each year. And in 1970
reparls. for examgpie, 36 of the top 50 were private instilutions; they received close 1o 81 9% of the
nearly $149.3 mithon going to the lop 50, and about 98.1% of the approximately $210.2 mithon
total from the 184 actuat grantor foundations for that year. Finally, from 56 to 60 of the overall top
100 recipienlinshitutions each year were universities The latter patlern s strongly sinular {o that
in major federal funding of U.S higher education

More extensive analyses of foundation grants, and comparisons wilh federai funding paiterns
are becoming possible and should be of value to scholars and policymakers alike
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PATTERNS OF CONCENTRATION
IN Lt ARGE FOUNDATIONS’ GRANTS
TO U.S. COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES'

Richard Colvard
Andre M. Bennett?

For decades the absence of adequate evidence
has made # difhicult to trace trends in grants to U.S.
colleges and universities from most of our many
large philanthropic foundations. But more data is
becoming available: and recent deveiopment of a
computer program (Fundflow) capableof annual re-
categorization and analysis of such information now
makes it possible both to show predominant dis-
teibution palterns from vyear to vyear. and to
summarize general charactenstics of  seyeral
hundred major foundabons involved and also of the
academic institutions recewving most of the funds.

Thus imtiat report deals neither with the stated
purposes of the grants nor therrprobable resulis but
rather with their patterns of concentration. 2.g.. the
extent to which the funds involved lend to come
from cerlain types of foundations and go to certain
types of academic nshitutions, it documents a
defimite bul shghtiydeclimingtendencyfora top 257
foundations {usually of the "general purpose’ type)
to make most of the gran!s. and especsally those
including most of the funds nvolved, in each year
studied (:963. 1866. 1869, and 1970). And # also
shows a strong concentration of support for large
erunent unversities, a financial concentration
strikingly simiar to thal long evident in the more
thoroughly reporled federal funding of higher
education. with lhe predictabte ditference that the
foundations concentrate more on supporling
privale unwersities,

Many other such findings on the distribution of
grants made by 276large private foundations to spe-
cifically identifiable US cotleges and universities
are summar'zed in this report But no data on the

Q
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foundations’” general and indirect grants involving
highes education are included And only a few
compansons of the patterns of concentration in
both foundation and federal funding are attempted,
after the main bndings on foundation granis and
grantees are presented. No specific policy implica-
tions are intended. but tnere is an underlying
assumption that the avalabihty of more specific
information on {oundation grant patterns would
probably make both public and private tunding of
higher education more effective. Such reports,
ideally. should be readily comparable with those
alrcady available on many important aspects of
federal funding Some tables of types ultimately
desirable to have available annualiy are included in
the Appendix.

This w3 0 revised worsion of g paper redd At tne Pacdic
Satwihmy it AssOuiation annydl meeting in Portiagndg, Qregon, on
Apnt 17, 1972 Severns special questions about the foundation
It aere ansaored by Maoanna O Lews and Lee Noe of the
toantahon Contrrn Now York Roperl Loy Cana of the Nalionat
Scenee Foundalon helped clanty the Compansans wain tederal
data amd nedny geeran Lindings as aedl The Fundfiow Computer
LEHGYran 1Sed waAs oruginally deveoped Hor tne semior aythor by
1 Keow! ul the Computer Conter atthe Unroersdy of Camtorma at
Santd Crud ¥ was subseduenty moditiad by G Gibson of the
Cotnpater Ceopter at The State Unnersity of New York at Buftaw
vh sy Soviology Depaqiment supported 2ady wark as did the
Ruscarch Foundaton of the State Unnersity of New Yorkl. and
vztensnely reafilien and generdhied by N Larsen and M Matyas
ob the Computer Conter at The Unversity of lowa Theiatter work
and related Jdata Processng were supportad by The Amencan
College Testhing Program s 1he semior author was a
postioctoral feliow dufing Ihe summer of 1971

Colvard s & professor of 50010105y at Southern Oregon College.
and Bennett s an assislant protessor of socolagy at Erndate
Coliege aof the Unversty of Toronlo
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Procedure

The major data source for grantors was The
Foundation Directory, Edition 3 {1967). henceforth
FD3. For grantees (t was American Universities and
Colteges. (1968). AUC 68. For grants it was the index
of Foundation News, FN.QOf 17.303then knowntoits
editors. FOJ3 included 6.803 private foundations.
Each either had assets of at ieast $200.000 or made
grants of at least $10.000 in the closest year uf
record. usually 1965.¢ Of those 6.803 foundations.
237 {or 014 of the 17,303 known) stood out sharply.
Each had assets of from $10 milion up to the Ford
Foundation's over $3 bilfien. Their combined assets
constituted 74% (about $15 tutlion) of the $20.3
bitiion assels ofthe 17.303 knownfoundations. They
also made 61% of the grants for all purposes
repoited (from the granis index of FN). wncluding

those in the general category of higher education
(FD3. 1967, Table 7, p.22).

To that predominant set of 237 foundations. 39
others which research by a congressional com-
mittee (1968) hagd shown to be in or near the same
asset Si1ze class, were added The final N for foun-
dations analyzed was. therefore. 276 rather than 237,
and the asset size range was from $8 miilion to $3+
bilhon.

Aligranis made by all 276 foundations reportedin
FN 1n 1963. 1966, 1969, and 1970 were actually
analyzed.” But the tables lo be reported here con-
centrate on the number and per.ent of those 276
verylarge foundations clearly making grants tolU.S.
cotleges and universities (ClUs)identifiabte by name
in the gran!s index of FN and atso in AUC 68

Findings

Number and Doltar Value of Large Foundalions’
Actual Academic Granlts

How many of the 276 very large foundations
studiegd actually made any acadenuc grants. (e..
granis of at least $10.000 to a speciic (U.S)) CU
identifiable in FN and ALIC 687 How many such
actual grantors made most of ithe granis? And
considering the actual doltars granted rather than
the number of grants. how many foundations
provided most of the funds?

Table 1 1ndicates that the number of actual aca-
demic grantors ranged from 112 of 276 (or 41%;) in

Anngal sumenary totals i FAN showing amounts far higher
educaban wiil nat be the same ;5 those derved from Fundiiow
analyses becawse the fatler inciude grants actually gong 1o
sfetithe US CUs bt calegonzed m FN und2r tar example
medical research  ratherthan highereducation  Itshoovidalso
he soted thal FN then excluded gramts under 310600 some
enewal grants andmany altha mates grants.e onesinwhich
thare 4as A proesumed special relabion wilh the dondrs Tha tatter
type arnpanted 1 about 5106 mithon, $14 8 milibon and 3217
mainon n 1866 1989, and 1970 addions of FN roshactvely

Becagse ol sdelags by (oundanons oo reporting ihke dava i FN
Mgy fnp By 2 ppars hetand Ine altualb granting ol fundgs a fact
retnpiial ) Compansons adh tedoral ggrants

Q
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1963, erratically upward to 184 of 276 {or 67%) in
1970. An indeterminable part of thal increase was
probably gue to improved reporting rather than
increased (nterest in higher education But even
acknowledging fuller reporting after 1963, Tabte t
shows that trom half to two-thirds ol the 276
foundations made at teast one Qrant’ to a college or
uriversity in this country in gach year studied.
Table 2, however. shows how extensively the
number of grants given each year was conrentrated
i comparatively few of the foundations. Not sur-
prisingiy. the mammoth Ford Foundation's grants
were at least 12% of the total number each year. The

The Fundflow codmg  mcluged  foundahon identification
number yodl grast 1reported  covege dentiticalion numnber,
prulanttropic purposeasrepottedin FN e g . ‘higher education”
ormadLal resenrch T {00L5 0N WWAChing OF 1esearch, dollar
Arpount admimistralive category. € g endowment and academuc
fietd ooy chemstry The foundation And college codes included
hose far siZe. jocabion. funchional type and yanous Gther
descnptive charactenstics Later reforts el present indings on

sy o these other MEeasures 4nd oan ngnacademic and fareign
atant pe'temns as »el

As with fedeal fureding, much of 1arge-scale private toundaton
qrant pakang s undoobtedly Sehned as binng Qv en not semych
faas throngh U S Cls 1o purchase avadable expertiseinscionce
wr for Cxdmiphs annterraticondl redalions



Ford trend was downward, from 21%, 166 of 789
granis tfromthe 112 01 276 foundations giver in 1963,
to 13%. 198 of 1.496 grants from 184 of 276 foun-
dations n 1970 Bt the top 25 foundations {(in
dotlars granted each separate year, and nctuding
Ford each year) tended to give crtose to half of the
total number of grants each time. They did share

Ford's downward trend here. stufting from 7 1% of
the grants in 1963, when 563 of 78%grants were from
thetop 25, t0 47% in 1970, when the top 25 gave 696
of 1496 granis And when the number of grants
made by the top 100 academic grantors (indoliars
granied each separate year) 18 considered, the con-
centrabon o1 grants s at least BB% each year.

TABLE 1

Number and Percent of Actuat Academic Grantors

among 276 U.S, Private Foundations with Asseis of at Least $8 Million

Academlc

Academic

Academic Academic
Total Grantors Grantors Grantors Grantors
Foundations 1963 - 1955 1969 . 193‘!
in Study No. ¢n ND. o No. Yo No. Y
276 112 41 129 53 143 52 184 67

Note -Granlors musl have made al least one grant ol atieast $10.00010 a0 8 college of umversity sPecificaily rdentibabie inthe
grams index ot Foundation News for the yearindicated

TABLE 2

Number and Percent of Actual Academic Grants
by Subgroups ol 276 1.8, Private Foundations with Assets ol at Least $8 Million
{Tolal Academic Grantots, Top 100, Top 25, and Ford Foundalion)

1963

1966 1569 ' 197¢

Subgroups of NO. NO. Ys0f No No. ol No. No. ‘o af  No. Na. oof
276 Foundatlions fdns. Gis. Gis. Fdas. GIs Gis. Fdos.  Gts.  Gts. Fdns.  Gis Gis.
Total Academic

Grantors 112 783 1000 159 1,176 1000 143 1.319% 1000 184 1496 1000
Top 100 776 98.4 1072 911 1,247 945 1.294 865
Top 25 563 773 608 517 866 505 696 465
Ford Fdn only 166 210 143 122 213 161 198 132




TABLE 3

Amount and Percenl of Actual Academic Funds Granted
by Subgroups of 276 U.S. Private Foundalions wilh Assets ol at Least $8 Million
{Total Academic Grantors, Top 100, Top 25. and Ford Foundation)

1963
Subgroups of Nao. s %o

No. S

275 Foundations Fdns. Mution of §  Fdns. Millon
Total Ace-ldernic

Grantors 112 1081 1000 159 20641
Top 100 1089 998 2038
Top 25 91.2 8386 174.0
Ford Fdn. only 303 278 9886

Nota
grants ¢f gl least $10 060 each for the year indicated

Findings in Table 3 show an even greaterconcen-
tration tn actual doilars provided by the predom-
inant academic grantors thanin frequency ofgrants
made Predictably, Ford funds still loom large: the
paltern there 15 erratic but the Ford share of totat
academic funds gwven was about 28% in 1963, and
stii over 20% in 1970, More significantly. each year
the top 25 foundabions (agan inciuding Ford)®
supptied at least approximately 75% of the funds
traced n thas study. despite the appearance of the
same slight trend toward increased dispersion al-
ready noted for the number of grants Furthermore.
the top 100 foundahons (including Ford)' granted
over37% of thefundseach year, despitethe increase
in the number of actual grantaors involved [or
reported) - -from 112 of 27611 1963, 1o 1840f 276.1n
1$70---and also despite the erratically upward trend
in actual dollars granted---from $109 mallionin 1963,
to $210 mithon in 1970

Functional Type. Regional Lozation. and Asset Size
Ciass of "Top 100" Foundations

F.Emerson Andrews (1967) has distinguished five
types of IJ.S prwate foundations. each of which is
represented in the top 100 foundations atready
generally noted as predomanant 1n grant patterns
each separate year studied. His categories showthe
farm otlegaltincorbDoration morethan theactual pro-

ERIC
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1986

. 1969

1970

o | No. ) ‘%I No. 3 "o
of S  Fdns. Million of$ Fdns. Midlion ol $
1000 143 2343 1000 184 2102 1000
989 2323 991 2031 966
84.4 1838 784 157.0 747
478 397 169 438 208

Funds grantad to U S cotedes and tinaersits specifically sdentifiable in tha grants index of FoundMion News. ishng

grams the foundations undertake. But using them.
as in Table 4, at[east helps counterthe commaon ten-
dency. which is unavoidable altogether. even in this
study. to lump togethernot onlyall private quving but
all foundations 1n ways which oflen obscure impor-
tant dhfferences.’

Table 4 shows unmistakably that of the five types.
the "general purpose” foundalion stands out as the
major source of acadenuc funds of the kind studied
here This clearly 1s the most pubticly prominent
iype as well. represented at preserit by, forexample.
The Ford Foundation, the Carnegie Corporation,
and The Rockefeller Foundation At least 71 such

Ford Aor exampbe sty 23 o phase out its Special Program of
cabulal grants aftor 19686 14 ord 1966

Withouwt Fard the top 24 loundatons should Show ul as
sepiplyineg dpprusimalely these percentayges of total funds
repraetaian thes Stipdy 55% 0 1863 377010 1966, 62% 11 1969, and
91 o 1570

Wathout Ford the lop 99 foundations would be responsibile for
- otthe tetal funds suppied in 1963 519 1966, 82% 1 19569,
atud 75" w1970

Annther commaoan ddhcuity an previous epetting of prvate
philantitropme goonad s that ctiumpirg Ford Foundation Qrants in
Hoth OINGrS desbule the seevre Skesweng this can somehmes
prodace Cf Takies 2 and 3 tootnotes 8 and @ abave and lor
waampln data n Lewr aned Vorsanger {1968



TABLE 4

Number and Percent of Five Types of Private Foundations
among the top 100 in Tolal Funds in Actual Academic Grants

Type of Foundalion

t General Purpose, e.g.. The Ford Foundation,
Carnegie Corporation

2. Special Purpose. e.q.. Association for the Aid
of Crippled Chudren

3. Community. e.9 , Chicago Community Trust

4, Corporation. e.g.. United States Steel
Foundation. Ford Motor Company Fund

5. Family or Misc.. e.q., Henry J. Kaiser Family
Foundation. Bing Fund. Inc.

Number and Percent of Each Type of Foundalion
__...In Top 100 in Academlc Grant Dollars

1963

1966 1969 1970

72 75 72 71
8 10 10 9
8 3 4 3
9 8 g9 12
3 4 e S
100 100 100 100

Nate - Typ@ information s from FRe Foundabnon Dhrectory Ediion 3 1967 pius correspindence with the editor. Mananna O {ews

foundalions were in each year's top 100 1n total
dollars granted.

Spec:al purpose foundations. such as the Asso-
ciation lor the A of Crippled Children or the
Maurice Falk Medical Fund. 'ended 10 constitute
about 10% of the top 100 eact, year. So did a third
type, the corporation {or “compzany”) foundation.
such asthe Ford Motor Company Fundorthe United
States Steel Foundation The laties type of foun-
dation 1s often by law more ¢iosely connected with
the firm's own operations. locations. and €m-
ployees

The finat two types representedn Table d are the
community foundations, such as the Chicago
Communily Trust or the Cleveland Foundation,
which coordinate much of the philanthropy in a
particalar ity and the “family or miscelianeous”
foundations, such as the Henry J. Kaiser Famitly
Foundation. which vary greatly in size and scope of
actual philanihropic activity. In the years studied,
these two types combined constituled ne more than
11 of the top 100 academic grantor foundations.

Whatever their types. where did the foundations

ERIC
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ranking 1 a top 100 each separate year tend to be
located? In whe regional categonzations utilized in
Table 5, the Mid-Atlantic Region (New Jersey, New
York. and Pennsylvania} had the headquarters of at
least 50 of the top 100 foundations cach year (Cf.
Rosenquist. 1954) Nexl was the East North Central
Region  (Hlinois, Indiana. Michigan. Ohio. and
Wisconsin). with a range of trom 14to 21 of the 100,
Two other regions had from 6 1o 10 of the top 100.
Onewas the South Atlantic Region [including Dela-
ware. Flonda, Georgra. Maryland. Yirgrmia, West Vir-
gwia, Washington. . .C . South Carohina. and espe-
clalty NorthCarotina) Theotherwas the West South
Central Region (Arkansas., Lowisiana. Oklahoma.
and espec:ally Texas) The small remainder Of the
top 100 tended to bescattered each yearlhroughthe
other six reqions. although there were fone in
Hawan or Alaska.arbitranly designated &5 a residual
region in lhese ¢ategonzations.”™

Hawan has seenejonf-estabhshed large frundations esbe 2ially
the Berminge P Bishop Estate However the latler s inconee 55 by
charter premdrdy [or the Kaseebameba School 100 natwe
Hawanans and it s no longar catdgonzed as 4 foundation nom-
parabte 10 plhors hera



TABLE 5

Regional Location of Top 100 Private Foundations
in Actual Academic Grant Funds Provided

Region of Headquanrters Oltice of Top 100
Foundations in Academic Grani Dollars

Mid-Atlantic (N.J.. N.Y . Pa.)
. East North Central (i, Ind , Mich.. Qhio. Wis.)

£ G By =

N. Oak.. S Dak )

5 South Atlantic (0.C., Del.. Fla. Ga. Md . NC..5C.,

Va. W. Va)
B8 East South Central {Ala, Ky . Miss . Tenn )
7 West South Central (Ask.. La.. Okia.. Tex )
8 Mountain {Anz , Colo.. iIdaho. Mcnt., Nev .
N. Mex . Utah. Wya,)
9. Pachic (Cald.. Oreq.. Wash )
10 Other (Alaska. Hawati)

Sonrce  The Founddtwon Drvectory Edihon 3, 1967

Finalty. for this seres of tables. how big were the
top 100 foundations as ranked n 1otal dollars
granted each separate year? Because the range of
asset 5122 was 50 extensive-—from about $8 million
tor some of the foundations addedio the onginal set
of 237, ta over $3 bill:on for Ford-—it was cifficutt to
establish Coherent categories. This was especially
the case when the source data Wisalf unavoidably
included inconsistencies in. for example. whether
the faundations reparnted assels at ledgeror atactual
market value (FDJ3. 1967) Still, within the com-
promise categories finally derived, there were some
fairiy defhirnte patterns

As Table 8 shows. ane main finding was that from
50% ta 70% of the top foundatons each year weren
the assel Size categories under $49.9 milion, and
especially In the $10-19.9 million bracket {the range
here was from 19 10 25 such foundations of the tatal
120 each year}. Thaose with assets of $100-4999
raithon were the hnal group especally noteworthy’
they ranged from 13 to 18 of the top 100 in various
years

ERIC
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. New England {Caonn.. Maine, Mass.. N.H.. /1. VL)

. Weslt North Central {lowa. Kans.. Minn, Mo . Nebr,

1970

1963 1966 1969

No. & % No. &% No. & % No. & %
4 2 3 2
54 53 50 50
21 16 14 18
3 4 4 G
8 10 9
1 1 Q i
6 0 10 10
3 3 4 2
2 3 5 2
0 0 0 0
100 100 100 100

Frequernicy. Dottar Value. and Dispersion of Grants
{0 All and to Top 100 Colleges ang Universities

The next three tables show three clear trends in
the data dealing with the overali distribution of
actual academi¢c grants made. by all the foun-
dations studied. The hrst. as shown in Table 7. is faor
mare academic grants to be given each year. and
usually by mare foundations. The next, also shown
tn Table 7,5 for the ratio of actual grantees to
grantor foundations to remain guite stable despite
the typical increases 1n foundations and grants
through the years. Thelast. as shownin Tables8and
9. 15 for comparatively few CUs. of about 2,500
potential grantees near the mudpaint of this study
(U.5. Department of Health. Education, and Welfare.
1967}, to get most of the grants. and especially la get
most of the funds the grants provide.

The statuisty 1n the ratio ol grantees 10 graniors,
evidentin Table 7, canbe summarized as an average
of 2.8 CU grantees per foundalion per year studied.
Therangewasfrom 2610 1963t03.11n 1969, and the



TABLE 6

Asset Size Range of Top 100 Private Foundalions
In Actual Academic Grant Funds Provided

Top 100 Foundations
Size of Endowment, Net Worth,

or Aclive Capitai 1963
($ Mililon)@ No. & %

8-993 4
10- 1999 22
20- 2999 17
30 - 39.99 9
40 - 49.99 7
50 -9999 18
100 - 49999 16
500 - 599 99 1
1.000 anclup {$1 billion or more) 1
Olherb 5
100

599%,

410,

1966 1969 1970
No. & % No. & % No. & %
2 1 4
19 25 24
17> 70% 11 ) 50% 12 >62
15 7 14
7 6 8 |
14 19 17 7
18 18 13
) | 9,
\ >30°o o > 50% 0 >33
1 1 1
6 10 5
100 100 100

he majaniy of the figures are 107 iscal or ca'endar 1965 e g far 1969 vamwes the lop 100 inciude 67 far 1965 82 100 each year
arg market values according 10 1h? main source, e Foundatgn Oirectory. Edihon 31967

b”ﬂ:se Duras are from the US Congress (1953 pp 228-2531 ahich indicaliss 23901 +3ines under $10 miiwn bt tgher

market ypiues

mostrecent figurewas 2 8,10 1970 This farly simiar
ralic continues through a quite persisient increase,
which 15 noted tn more Jdetail in Table 1. in the
number of foundations involved (from 112 gr 419, of
the 276 {foundations in 1963 to 184 or &r% n 1970},
although 1t should again be ncted that improve-
ments 0 reporting are probably lndden in the latter
figures and also in the increases in CU grartees
evident in Table 7.

Table 8 shows stnkingly that the upward trend in
the nuinber of CUs getting at feast one foundation
gran! does not change the consistency with which a
top 5,10, 25, 50, and 100 CUs are awarded the most
aclual funds in grants. The slight downward trend in
such concentration 1s noteworthy. but should not
obscure the maimn patterns. Forexampie.over83% of
the money each year went 1o a top 100 colleges and
umiversities And each year a top 5 CUs recewved
over 26, of the total fcundation funds reported hero.,

The magn:itude of grants s unquestionably
tmportant hut is 1deally understood in the context of

ERIC
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a particuiar college's or umiversdy's goals and
resources, What cio the data show aboutthe number
rather than the dotlar value of grants? Table 9
mdicates that atop 5 CUs tended to get about 0% of
lhe tola: number of grants each year. in contenst to
the 26% of lotat funds involved . When the top 10 and
top 25 CuUs ar2 considered. however. the pattern 1s
somewhat ditterent The top 10 institutions in each
separate year recesved the following approximate
percentages of total granis awarded 17% 1n 1963,
1591 1966, 15% 11t 1869, and 17%againn 1970 And
smutardy, the top 25 recewved about 31% of the grants
Wy 1963, 26% 1n 1966. 35% 1n 1969, and 3 1% again In
1970. Furthermore. the top 100 CUs still received a
majonty of the grants each time. afthough the
tendency loward concentrahion was notsostrongas
that alecady found foractual funds distributed. and it
was alsoc dimmishing slightly. from 68% of the total
granisin 196310 54%1n 1966. upto 60”0 in 1969. then
back to 54%; agan n 1870 Comparable figures
{Table 8} tor dollars granted were 91%, 88%, 88%.
ant 84%.

%



TABLE 7

Number and Ratio of College or Universily
Grantees and Grantor Foundations

Yearly Totat Yeariy Total

Number Grantor Number Granlee
Year Foundalions CuUs Ratio: CU/Fdn.
1963 112 293 2.6
1966 159 449 2.8
1969 143 443 3.1
1970 184 515 28
TABLE 8

Amounl and Percenl ol Tolal Funds Received
by All and by Top 100, Top 50, Top 25, Top 10, and Top 5 Granlee Institutions
(From All Academic Grantor Foundalions Studied)

1963 1966 1969 1970

Grantee No. Gramisin e No. Grants in i No. Granis in ‘o NO. Grantsm ¥
Subgroups CUs $ Munon ofS CUs $ Mduwon of$  CcuUs SMiunon of$ CuUs S Mion of$

Totat 293 1091 1000 449 2061 1000 4943 2343 1000 515 2102 1000

Top 100 997 914 182 2 88 4 204 5 87.7 176.0 83.7

Top 50 86.6 79.4 156.2 i58 175.8 750 1493 71.0

Top 25 69.4 636 126 4 613 140 6 60.0 1186 56.4

Top 10 43.8 402 901 437 94.2 402 80.6 38.4

Top 5 29.4 270 66 4 32.2 62 4 266 548 261
TABLE 9

Number and Percenl of Tolal Academic Granls Received
by All and by Top 100, Top 50, Top 26, and Top $ Granlee Institutions
(From All Academic Granlor Foundations Studied)

- 1963 1966 1969 \ 1970
Grantee No No. s of No. No. ‘o of No.  No. ‘o of No.  No. "o Of
Subgroups CUs Grants Grants  CUs Grants Grants CUs Grants Granls CUs Grants Grants
Total 293 789 1000 449 1176 1000 443 1.319 100.0 515 1496 1000
Top 100 537 68 4 629 535 795 604 817 547
Yop 50 292 497 463 394 620 471 636 426
Top 25 247 313 308 262 458 348 458 307
Top 10 132 16.7 176 15.0 195 148 260 17.4
Top 5 86 10.9 105 89 107 81 156 104




Comtrel Type Functionat Type. State and Regionof
Top 100 Cottege ang Umversity Grantees

The overall patterns of acadermuc phulanthropy
being reported here have already been put u a
somewhat broader perspectwe in Tables 4-6. which
show some summary charactenistics of the top 100
foundations {in tota) dobars awarded each separate
year). The linal four tables report similar infor-
mation about the top 100 CU reciprents of the most
funds Table 10 shows the distrsbution ol such
grantees by control type ol institution. €.g., private
nonsectanan, Protestant. state. or county spon-
sorship and control. Table 11 shows funchonal
types. €.9.. junior colieges, hiberal arts colleges of
variaus Kinds. and universities of diiterent degrees
of complexity. represented 1n the top 100 recipients
of lunds. Finally. Tables 12 ard 13, respectively.
reveal the states and the regions of the 3 S inwhich
the top 100 CUs {in lotat dotlars granted each Sepa-
rate year} are located

The central findings on control type are almost
self-evident 1n Table 14. Nearly haif of the top 100
ClUs each year wereg private nonsectarian snshi-
tutions. and about two-thirds werein some tategory
of private control, whether nonsectanan. Protestant.
or Catholic Pubhc institutions of varnous lypes
received the 1lraceable remainder of the granis.

Among these, the slale 1nstitutions stood out, com-
prising from 28 to 30 of the top 100 CUs each year.

The many functional types of institutions included
in Table t1, 11 should be pointed cut. are essentially
those of AUC 8. which attempts to acknowledge
the existence of forms andfunchionsfar moreexten-
sive than s inchcated by such terms as “college” (or
even “hiberal arts college™) and “"university.” Aside
f om thase for such fairly distincl types as theo-
fogecal schools and medical colleges. and a loo-
ambiguous one for Juror colieges. the main cate-
gones of interest in Table 11 are those which show
the fincings lor distnbution of lunds by institulions
oltering different levels of degrees. Level I insti-
tutions, for example. offer only bachelor's and/or
tirst protessional degrees. Those in Levet 1) also
ofter masler's andror secend prolessional degrees,
And Levet IV institutions offer the doctlorate and
equivalent degrees as well tordinarily) as Lhose at
the 1ower fevels

The unrmistukable main inding in Table Y118 that
what some mighl term “full-flegged”™ universities.
ve . type =411, offering “hiberal ants and general
curncuia and sncludmg three o1 more professional
schools.” consistently received most of the funds
each year In1963. 58 of thetop 100institubions were
of this type And there were 56 in 1966, 58 again in
1969, anc 60 :n 1970, Furthermore, all types of insti-

TABLE 10

Number and Percent of Control Types
among Top 100 Academic Grantee Institulions

. 1963

Top 100 Grantee CUs
in Totat Collars Recelved No. Cum ¢
Controf Types
1. Privale nonsectarnan 51 51
2. Pratestant 1" 62
3. Catholic 7 69
4. Greek Orthodox f
5. Federal Q
6. Slate 28 97
7. County 0
8. City 2 99
9. Miscellaneous a
" 10.NA i 100
100

(!n Funds Received Itom Al Private Foundations Studied)

.. Y968

1969

No. Cum. %s No. Cun. "o No Cunt. Yo
46 46 44 44 45 45
15 61 14 58 17 62
5 66 5 63 4 56
0 4] 4]
4] 3 o4 3 67
28 94 a0 94 29 96
D 94 1 g5 D
2 96 2 a7 1 o7
1 97 2 99 3 100
3 100 ! 100 o
100 100




TABLE 11

Number and Percent of Functional Types
among Top 100 Academic Grantee Institutions
(In Funds Recelved from Al Private Foundations Studied}

..1983 1966 vee9 W70

Funclonal Types: Cum. Cum. Curn.

Top 100 CUs in Total Doliars Received NO. % Na. % No. 7y Na.

AUC Level | {(Misc.)

101 Misc. 2 2 o 0 0 0 0
AUC Level I\, only bachelar's and/ar
1st professional degree

202 L A.; General

205 LA Gen.. & Teacher Prep.

206 Ditto: plus terminal acc'nl.

208 Praf'nk, Techn't; & Teacher Prep.
210 L.A.. Gen.; with 1-2 Praf'nl Schis,

[ S R N

10

WO N = La
L) o = g L
LI = L5 B

20 13

AUC Level 11, master's and/ar

2nd protessional degree
322 LA.; General
305 LA Gen.: & Teacher Prep.
306 Ditta. plus terminal occ'ni
308 Prof'ni: Techn'l; & Teacher Prep.
310 LA Gen.: with 1-2 Praf'nl Schis.
311 LA Gen,; with 3 ar more P.S.

o QO
SN o= = RO
Gy — O = Ay
W= 0O —= oW

24 37 24

AUG Level IV. doctarate and
equivalent degrees
402 L A.. General
405 LA Gen.; & Teacher Prep.
406 Ditto, plus terminal occ'nl
407 Praf'nl anty: na Teacher Prep.
408 Praf'nk Techn'y: Teacher Prep.
410 LA ; Gen.; with 1-2 Fraf'nl Schis.
411 LA Gen.; with 3 ar more P.S, 5

D RWW e = =
Dot ot = D oo
PO LD =D
8@?\3@0—@

93 5 98 5 92

AUC Level ¥V, Other
5Y1 Junior Colleges 1 94 199 3 95 2

- 5Y2 Medical Colleges . 1 95 0 99 2 97 -2

| . 5Y3 Theological Schoals R 96 1. 100 1 98 . 1

sifti,fs{i_s'ce!laqqoqs B o 100, - 0 100 o

e 3K

13

23

92

95
97

98




tutions in Level |V taken together ie.. the 7 sub-
types all offerinQ the doctorate or equivalent
degrees. made up close to two-thirds ol thetop 100
CUs each year. (The range was from 61 of 100 in
1966 to 70 of 100 1n 1970))

Only two other types of CUs consistently had as
many as three representabives in the top 100. One
was type #205, multipurpose colleges not olfering
graduatework {institutions some mightdesignate as
“hiberal aris colleges whichalsotrainteachers below
the mastersievel”). The other wasiype #311, institu-
tons having three or more professional schools but
rot offering doctorate level work.

Where did each year's top 100 CUs tend 10 be
localed? Table 12 shows the considerable disper-
sion evident by individual state, New York led, with
an average of 10.0 of the top 100 CU grantees each
year. Texas averaged 8.2, Pennsylvania, 7.0, Massa-
chusetts, 8.5; Catifornia, 6.2, andNorth Carolinaand
Ohio. 5.2, each year. (All of the states mentioned are
themselves headquarters of lJarge foundations, but
separale study would be necessary to assess
causalily or cotncidence.} The rest of the top 100
CUs were guite extensively scattered."”?

Table 13's regional categonzations of the same

grantees remove onlv some of the dispersion
evidentin some of the distribulions just reported by

state (The regrons jisted are accreddation-types
commonly used, even though they contain unequal
nusmbers of states, differing extensively in popu-
lation and olher wmportant characteristics.) For
example. the Mid-Atiantic Region (New Jersey. New
York, and Pennsylvania) wimch stood otlinlocation
of loundation headquarters, 1s at or near the top in
percent of CUs withhn any years top 100—the
average being 19.5% and the range 17 to 23. The
South Atlantic Region. however, ranks rnearly the
same In the years studied. the averagethereis 17.7%
of the top 100 colieges. with the range aiso slightiy
iower. from 1310 20. Sodoes the East North Central
Region, which averaged 17.2% of the top 100 CUs
each year also. and had arange of 1310 24.

The other regions ranked 1n order of average CUs
within a top 100 each year were: New England, 10.2;
West South Central, 10.2, West North Central, 7.5;
Pacific, 7.5. Mountain, 4.7: East South Central. 4.7;
and Hawan and Alaska, .5.

A possible exceplion 1s Georgia. wnich had 7 coliegesmthetop
10G .0 1966 The Georgia grantees were “Predeminantty Negro”
colleges and the grants were from The Ford Foundation. which
subseduenliy broadened such @iving to olher syates, alier cuiting
track 115 exlenswve deveioPment grants to pavate ([predominanily
white) (iberal arts colfeges and unwersihies after 1966. See Ford
119667

TABLE 12

State Location of Top 100 Academic Grantee Instilutions
{In Funds Received rom All Privale Foundations Studied)

Stales of Top 100 CUs

in Total Dollars Received 1963 1966 1969 1970
Alabama 0 l 1 1
Alaska 0 0 1 g
Afizona 1 ¥ } )
Arkansas 0 0 0 0
California 8 4 9 4
Colorado 2 0 3 3
Connecticut 2 2 2 2
Detaware 0 1 2 .0
Florida 1 1 3 3
0 7 4 1
0 1 -0 0
0 .0 0 0

LR

{Continued)




TABLE 12 [Coruntied]

States of Top 100 CUs
in Total Dobars Receilved 1963 1966 1969 1970
lHnuis

indiana

iowa

Kansas

Kentucky

Louvisiana

Maine

Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan

Minnesota
MiSSI551ppI

MissOLI

Montana

Nebraska

Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey

New Mexico

New York 1
Norlh Caroftna
North Dakota

Chio 1
Qklahoma

Qregon
Pennsylvanma

Rnhode Istand

South Carolina
South Dakota
Ternnessee

Texas

Utan

Vermont

Virginia

Washington

Waest Virginia
wWisconsin

Wyoming

District of Columbia

- e L OO W OO0 OMNOM = 2NN O OWLOHLWUNIDRND = - W W

D e 0000 NGO O a2adG =00 0w =~ NNOoOR O ETWLSO 2 2D O O W
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TABLE 13

Regional Location of Top 100 Academic Granlee Institutions
{in Total Funds Received from All Private Foundations Studied}

Regilons of Top 100 CUs 1963 1966 1969 1970

in Total Dollars Received No. & % No., & % No. & % No. & %
New England {100 (9 {11} (11}
Conngclicut 2 2 2 2
Maing 0 0 Q 0
Massachuseits 6 4 7 9
New Hampshire 1 1 1 0
Rhode island 1 0 1 0
Vermont 0 2 0 0
Mid-Atlantic {20} {18) (17) (23}
New Jersey 3 3 2 2
New York 11 8 10 1
Pennsylvama 6 7 5 10
East North Cenlral (24) {18} {13} {14)
Ilinois 3 5 2 3
Indiana 6 2 2 3
Michigan 4 5 4 5
Ohio 10 5 4 2
Wisconsin 1 L 1 1
West North Central (6) (9 {5) {10}
lowa o 1 1 1
Kansas 0 0 0 1
Minnesota 2 2 2 3
Missouri 2 3 2 3
Nebraska 2 3 0 2
North Dakota 0 0 0 0
South Dakota 0 0 0 0
South Atlantic (13) {18) (20) (18}
District of Columbia 4 2 2 i
Delaware 0 1 2 0
Florida 1 1 3 3
Georgia ] 7 4 1
Marytand 3 1 1 2
MNorth Carolina 4 6 5 6
South Carolina 0 0 1 0
Virginia 0 1 1 3
West Virginia 1 0 1 3
East South Central {4) {7) {4} (4)
Alabama - 0 2 1 1
Kentucky 1 0 0 0
- Mississippi 0 1 0 0
ennessee 3. 4 3 3-
' s [Continued)
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TABLE 13 [Contined]

Reglons of Top 100 CUs
in Total Dollars Recelved

west South Central
Arkansas
Lowsiana
Qkiahoma
Texas

Mountain
Arizona
Colorado
ldaho
Montana
Nevada
New Mexico
Utah
wWyomung

Pacific

Calfornia
Cregon
washingion

Other

Alaska
Hawaii

1969 1870

No, & % No. & % MNo. & % No. & %
(10) (9) (13} {9)
0 0 0 0
i 3 1 1
2 G 0 4
7 ] 12 8
(4 (4} {B) (5)
1 | 1 4
2 0 3 3
G 0 4 0
0 0 4 0
1 1 1 1
4 1 4 1
0 1 1 4
0 0 4 0
{9) (8) {10} (5)
8 4 9 4
1 i 4 0
4 1 1 1
(0) n {1 {0)
G 0 1 0
0 1 0 4
100 160 160 100

Conclusions and Discussion

Themain findings of this study simply help answer
some general questions often asked about where
the funds of large foundations actually go within
U.5. higher education. Providing part of such here-
tofore hard-to-find information has been the main
purpose of this study. and of the development ofthe
fundflow computer program an which it is based.

Tables 1-3 show that in each of the periods
considered--1963, 1966, 1969, and 1970 as reported
.1n the grantsindex of FN-—about half of the 276 very
large U.5. foundations studied actually made at least
one granl to a specific U.S. college or university
identifiable by name. But The Ford Foundationgave
at least 12% of the total number, and at least 17% ot
- .the total doliar amount, ol the grants reported each

' ‘separalo year. And wher all actual grantor fOUn{-:
‘dations {including Ford} were ranked onthe percent

- 14

of total fund~ granted. a "top 25" such foundations
gave at ieast 46% of the total number of grants each
year, that jowest yearbeing 1966, The "top 25" foun-
dations gave at least 75% of each year's total dollar
value ingrants. the lowectysarbeing 1970 The most
these top 25 fogundations gave was 7 1% of lhe total
number gl grants (in 1963). and 84% of the total
dollar vatue in funds granted ({in 1966). When thetop
190 foundations ({(again inciuding Ford} are
considered, it can b seen that they made at Lha
lovrest (1970) over 86% of all the academic grants
studied. and provided over 96% of the actual funds
involved (again in 1970}. At the highest (1963) the
top 100 gave over 98% of the total number of grants
and over:99% of the funds involved {again in 1963},
" The first tarce tables, then. show extensive

. concentration of aclual grant making. despite 4



slight but definie trend toward dispersion, eg.,
toward an increase 10 the percent of the 276 large
loundations actually making academic grants, from
41% or 112 of 276.1n 1963, to 67% or 184 ot 276 1n
t970. This particular concentration pattern !asted
through a laifly steady increase in the number of
grants reported: 789 tn 1963. 1,176 in 1966, 1,319 in
1969, and 1.496 in 1970. It aiso persisted through a
marked movement toward awarding (or at least
reporting) more actual funds each period. from
about $109 million in 1963 to about 5210 million in
1970. The overal trend for most of the academic
grants tobe made by relatively few of thelargefoun-
dations was declining slightly, but far less so lor the
proportion of total funds the iop foundations
awarded than for the totat number of grants they
made each year.

Tables 4, 5, and 6 bring out clear:y that the foun-
dations with the broadest formal purposes weore
more apt to be actual academic grantors: that at
least! haif ot such toundations were based in the Mid-
Atlantic Region, especially in New York; and that
although over athird ofthe top 100 foundations each
year, including, of course, The Ford Foundation.
had assets ol over $50 mitlion, 1t was more common
for academic grants to come from foundations with
assets in the $10-19.9 million range.

Tables 7, B, and 9 indicate that increases both in
the frequency of the grants and in the numhber of
foundations involved did not tend to change the
ratio of grantees to grantors- that ratio ranged from
2.6 to 3.1 CUs per foundation per year, the average
was 2.8. They also show that a top 5 CUs got about
26% of the funds each separate year, that a top 25
tended to get somewhat more than hall. and a top
100 got over 80% of the funds. In number of grants,
rather than dolar totat, the concentration was not so
extensive, but actually diminished stightly. ifirregu-
larly. Still, a top 100 of a potential of at feast 2,500
grantee institutions tended to get the magority of
grants each year.

Tables 10 through 13 make it evident that there
was much moredispersion in the location of the top
100 recipients than in the control types and lunc-
tional types they represented. New York did average
atleast 10 of thetop 100 CUs each year:andtheMid-
Atlantic Region {New Jersey. New York, and Penn-
sylvania) ied the rest with an average of 19.5 per
year. But wherever located, the majorgranteeswere
usually private institutions; such CUs constituted
ahout two-thirds of the top 100 recisients {in total

dollars received from all the founditions studied’

~“gach year). Stato instifutions made up at feast 28 of

sut:h :op 100 CU reclpients each year In funcl:onal
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*_stitutions. Within the top 10in FY 1971 were 8 which had beenin

28w FY 1970 {NSF 197! 19?2} S

types. it was ysually universities having both tiberal
arts and general curricula and including three or
more professional schools which received most of
the money. From 56 10 60 such universities were in
the top 100 grantees each year.

Interpretations of the larger significance of such
findings should probably await more precise
comparisons, for example. of theextenttr whichthe
same grantors and grantees are in top ranks each
year in both foundationandfederal funding. Sample
preliminary etforis aiong 1hat line are presented in
the Appendix (Tables A-E).

Tabie A shows that 10 foundations, including
Ford. made about 32% of the grants, and that those
grants constituted about 55% of the total funds from
184 actual grantors (among the 276 foundations
studied) reported 1n FN in 1970. A top 50 such
foundations made over 62% of the grants, consti-
tuting about 85% of the funds going to specifically
identifiable U.S. colleges and universities.

Tabte B indicates that of the top 50 U.S. CUs in
dollars received from the 184 grantor foundations
repoited in 1970, the top 10 received about 38% and
the top 25 about 53% of the total lunds received by
the 515 CUs getling such funds thatyear. One pubtic
institution was among the top 10. 5 more were
among the top 15 to 25 recipients. and all 6 were
universities,

Table C 1s partiy based on a report from the
National Science Foundation (1971} indicating that
a top 100institutions were designated forabout $2.3
billion in federal obligations in hscal year 1970, an
amount representing about 71% of the total federal
obligations of $3.2 billion for U.S_higher education
that year. Sixty-four percent of the latter total came
from one agency. the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare."" {Both federal totals just
cited exclude amounts for federally funded research
and development centers. usually linked to large
universities.) Tabie C shows that of the top 30insti-
tutions involved, half were public, half were private,
and allwereuniversities. ltalso indicates that at least
haif of these top 50 universities in lederal obliga-
tions were aiso in the top 50 in funds obtained from
the large foundations studied heré {as reported in
FNn 1970).

Surprising or not, and whatever their import for
future philanthropic or federal policy, these first
thrée Appe'ndix tables show in a more detailed and

“In 1971 ¥ns concentration deciined to 6&% for a top 100 in-

the tap 10FY 1970, the top 25:n FY 1971 mclpded 23 from thefo




comparative way than has heretolore been
avaitable, some ¢! the specific processes under-
Iving the generat trends alrcady mentioned. These
include the simitar foundation and federalemphasis
on universities, the foundations’ much greater
attention to private institutions. andthe shared large
concentration of actual funds in a small percent of
the potential US. recipients.

Subsequent research. of course, should acknowl-
edge more the reported general and specific
purposes for which the funds are provided. Al-
though these are not always clearly stated,
spokesmen {or some of the more prominent
foundations argue, lor example, that their funds are
meant to be "'risk capital” rather than regular and
conventional income (Cf. Colvard, 1961, 1964).
Federal funds obviously often go for the purchase of
fescarch and at uiimes include allocations based in
parton geographic criteria. Somewhatsimitarly. itis
unquestionably true that the sorting of CUs in this
country as esther “public” or “private” is at least in
part arbitrary. from what we know ol the general
tendency for public funds to become very important
to many kinds of colleges and universities lormally
“private” in various legal and administrative
respects. But when these, and many other possible
Clarifications are made, and caveats (Such as the
percent of students on scholarshipgs) are included, it
would still seem to be importantto recognizeoverall
comparisons of the sort atternpted in Tables A-C.

Such tables show details of recipient CUs and
degrees of concentration of funds not evident in
present separale and summary reports. For
example, at a time (1970) when there were 2,556
potential CU recipients of federal and large
philanthropic tunds (Yearbook, 1972, Table 24, p.
307, based on f{all 1970 opening enrollments
reported by HEW). federal support exclusive of
moneys allocated to federally funded research and
development centers associated with universities
and colleges came to $3.2 billion (Takle C,FY 1370}
A lotal of 2,350 CUs (1,247 private, 1,103 public)
received some of these funds {NSF, 1973, p.viii). But
nearly $2.3 billion (about 70.9%) went to a “top 100"
CUs. And a "top 25" universities, aboul 1% of the
2.556 total, received 49.7% of that $2.3 billion, or
about 35.2% of the overal) $3.2 billion.

The initiat Fundflow analysis, already generally
reported here, identified in the grants index sections
~of FN lor 1970 some $210.2 million in grants
. dislributed to 515 spegcific U.S, CUs by the 276 large
fqundanons singled out for special study. It has
already been indicated that a "“op 100™ CUs gol

a3, m of that 1970 totat. But Table8 shows lhe top .
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Reeves 19704, Domho" {1067,
Cuninggim {19721 Nieisen, (1$72), anid Heimann 119?3)

25 among them, which received 52.7%of the $210.2
million granted that year.' And. lo show anotherset
of figures, possible through comparison of Tables B
and C. the “"top 107 institutions {all universities} in
federal funds received 17.8% of the overalt $3.2
bilon from that source. whereas the “top 10"
among those sharing the grants traced 1o the 276
large foundations in FN 1970 received a more
concenirated 37.9% of that $210.2 miltion.
Comparisons of Tables B and C can aiso show
that 38 of the top 50 CUs in 1970 (in lotal doliars
received from all foundations in the study) were
private institutions; 12 were public institutions. The
private CUs received $122.2 million or about 58.1%
of the overall approximalely $210.2 million from ali
foundations studied. and about 81.9% of the $148.3
milhon going to the top 50 institutions {public and
private). The publc CUs got $27 million of the
foundation grants in 1970. Thal figure represented
about 12.9% of the overall $210.2 million and 18.1%
of the $143.9 million going to the top 50 institutions
(public and private). In conlrast, of thetop 50 CUs in
federal obligations for fiscal year 1970, 25 were
private and 25 were public institutions. The 25
private institutions received close to $836.6 million
(about 25.9%) of the nearly $3.3 billion in overalt
lederal obligations, and around 49.4% ot the nearly
$t 6 billion in obligations to the top 50 in federal
obligations that year. Quite similarly. the 25 pubhc
institutions got about $857.3 million (about 26.6%)
of the approximate $3 3 bitlion in federalobligalions
for liscal year 1970, and around 506% ol the
approximate $1.6 billion in federal obligationsto the
top 50 institutions (public and private) lhat year.

Cbviously. further research should more def-
initely place such separate and comparative figures
more clearly within the larger distribution of
numbers ol private and public CUs, and of overall
sums for US. higher education from all sources
gach year. Such trend analyses might both explain
and reduce some of the special significance ollen
attributed to foundation grants." For as Tabtes [

“Twelve of these (Harvard U, Stanford U.. U. of Michigan, U. of
Pennsylvania, Yale UJ.. Columbia U.. M1.T., Johns Hopkins U,,
Cornelt U, U. of North Carohna. U. of Wisconsin, and U. of
Chicago) wera also among thetop 25 inlederal funding (Table B,
F£Y 1970 for federal lunds).

“Four ol these {U. of Michigan, Harvard U, Stantord U, and
Cofumbia U.). werein the “top 10” frem bo!h sources.ua lederal
and iarge foundalion funds. .

*See, for exampte, the vanous aspecﬁ ol this questlon brought :
oul In Andrews {1956). Cowvard {1961, 1064). Weaver {1967},
0761, - Horowite - (1970).




(Ferriss. 1969 and E (Bowen, 197 1) make clear. total
private gwing to. or through. US. colleges and
universities has tended to constitute ne more than
5% to 9% of alirevenues gf our variousinstitutions of
higher education since 1930. and theseculartrend is
toward a predicled 4%, {tis likely that more delailed
research of the sort recommended and briefly
ilustrated here would find a consistent intensive
concentration of the majonty of large foundation

arant dollars in far fewer of thetotalU S. CUsthan is
actually reveated in the summary figures usually
made available, 1.e., figures on funds going not 1o
specitic colleges and unversities but rather 1o
various types of institutions. It sg, such a finding
might strongly suggest that, at ieast in the last 40
years or so. iarge foundations’ grants have been
prized as much or more for thaeir scarcity as for their
essentiality.
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APPENDIX




TABLE A

Top 50 Large Private Foundations, 1970

Cum. Cum.
Amount Uy % No. % Yo
1. Ford Foundation $43.780.968 2038 198 13.2
2. Danforth Foundation 16,853,194 8.0 13 8
3. D. & L. Rosenstiel Foundation 11.131.660 52 14 9
4. Rockefeller Feundation 10,924 986 5.1 87 58
5. Kellogg Foundation 7.908.908 37 30 20
6 Commonwealth Foundation 6,790,067 32 21 13
7 4. A Hartford Foundation. Inc. 5,454,939 25 29 1.9
8. Pew Memorial Trust 4,781,166 2.2 43 2.3
8. Surdna Foundation. Inc¢. 4.407.500 20 13 8
10. Aifred P. Sloan foundation 4.343.281 20 547 44 29 324
11, Brown Foundation, inc. 4,320,785 2.0 1
12. Kresge Foundation 4.274.750 2.0 52 34
13. Eugene C. Eppley Foundalion 3.391.000 1.6 3 A
14. E. & E. Woodruff Foundation 3.387.300 1.6 2 A
15. W. R. Kenan. Jr. Charitable Trust 3.250,000 1.5 4 .2
16. C. E Merrill Trust 2.682.761 1.2 30 2.0
17. Eastman K@dak Charitable Trust 2.625.000 1.2 5 3
18 Otto Haas Trust No. 2 2.500.000 1.1 3 A
19. Sarah M. Scaife Foundalion 2,259,500 1.0 8 5
20. Carnegie Corporation 2.092.315 9 23 1.5
21. Charles A. Dana Foundation 2.040.000 9 17 1.1
22. Sid W. Richardson Foundation 2.039.500 .9 4 .2
23. C. W. Benedum Foundation 1.949.783 .9 13 .8
24. 2. S. Reynolds Trust 1,893.375 .9 15 1.0
25. Lilly Endowment 1,870.000 8 73.2 24 16 453

Note.--Foundations with assels of al least 38 million and making at ieast one arant of at jeast $10.000 to aU.S college or
universdty specifically idenbitied in the grants index ol Foundation News. 1970,
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TABLE A {Conimued)

Cum. Cum.
Amount % Y No. % %
26. Rogosin Foundation 1.720.000 8 7 4
27. M. C. Fleischmann Foundation 1.670.097 T 18 1.2
28. Moody Foundation 1.592.378 7 1% 7
29. C. S. Mott Foundation 1.438.500 B 7 4
30. A. V. Davis Foundation 1.350.000 B 21 1.3
31. Bush Foundation 1.321.000 B 5 3
32 1. H. Given & J. LaPorte Foundation 1.320.161 8 3 1
33. Charles Hayden Foundation 1.220.000 .5 14 9
34. J. M. Morehead Foundation 1.188.164 .5 2 1
35. Richard K. Mellon Foundation 1.070.000 5 18 1.2
36. H. L. & G. Dohenty Foundation 1,033,483 .4 B 3
37. S. I. Newhouse Foundation 1.000.000 4 1 —
38. Grant Foundation 997,768 4 11 7
39. Henry Luce Foundation 969.250 4 10 B
40. Louis Calder Foundation 948,122 4 19 1.2
4%1. Russeil Sage Foundation 908,268 .4 17 1.1
42. L. W. & M. Hill Foundation 867,351 4 15 1.0
43. Frank J. Lewis Foundation 849.450 4 i2 7
44. Benwood Foundation. Inc. 770.600 .3 11 7
45. M. D. Anderson Foundation 765,000 3 4 2
46. Committee ol the Permanent Charity Fund 740.000 .3 B .3
47. Educational Facilities Laboralories 719,170 .3 24 1.6
48. Booth Ferris Foundation 701,691 .3 7 4
49. Standard Qil (Indiana) Foundation B578.490 3 17 1.1
50. George Gund Foundation __B74000 .3 846 74 62.2
Total {of 276 studied) $210,228,798 100.0 1000 1.495 1000 1000
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TABLE B

Top 50 U.S, Cotleges and Universltles, 1970
In Dellars Granted from up 1o 184 Large Prlvate Foundations
and as Compared with Rank In Total Federal Obligations, Fiscal Year 1970

Rank In

Conlrol Cum. Federal

institution Type Amount % %  Funding
1. Washington University. Mo. Priv. $16,987.795 7.6 27
2. Harvard University, Mass. Priv. 11.680947 55 4
3 Unwersity of Miami, Fla. Priv. 10,211.686 4.8 37
4. Stanford University, Calf. Priv. 8,640,917 441 5
5. University of Michigan Pub. 8.284,187 39 2
&. University of Pennsylvania Priv. 7,197,739 34 19
7. Yale University. Conn. Priv. 6212893 29 21
8. Rice Unwersity, Tex. Priv. 4,570,785 2.1 -100
9. Emory University. Ga. Priv. 4,146219 19 68
10. Columbia University, N.Y. Priv. 3669417 17 379 8
11. Massachusetts Inslilute of Technology Priv. 3579976 17 1
12. Johns Hopkins University, Md. Priv. 3.567,921 1.6 20
13. Cornell Universily, N.Y. Priv. 2853583 1.3 17
14. University of Southern California Priv. 280993 13 34
15. University of North Carolina Pub. 2.783.540 1.3 22
16. Mt. Sinai School of Medicine, N.Y. Priv. 2690429 1.2 81
17 Princelon University, N.J. Priv. 2487045 1.1 47
8. University of Nebraska Pub 2.444.000 1.9 ~-100
19. University of Wisconsin Pub. 2.400.582 1.1 7
20. Carnegie-Melion University, Pa. Priv. 2.347.877 11 100
21. Unwversity of Rochester, N.Y. Priv. 2224387 1.0 K§
22. University of Chicago. lII. Priv. 2,198,763 1.0 15
23. Michigan State University Pub. 1,902.117 -1.0 38
24. University of Catif. {unspecified)® Pub. 1,874.479 -1.0 c
25. §t. Louis Universily, Mo, Priv. 1.828.400 -1.0 52.7 98

Note -Of 276 foundatons {each with assets of at1east $8 midhon) studied. these 184 made atleasi onegrant of atieas! $10.00010
aUS coliege or uhwersity specilically igentilied 10 the grants index of Foundaton News. 1970
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